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Beforethe
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington,D.C. 20554

In theMatterof )
) IBDocketNo. 04-112

ReportingRequirementsfor U.S. Providersof )
InternationalTelecommunicationsServices )

)
Amendmentof Part43 oftheCommission’s )
Rules )

COMMENTS OF AT&T CORP.

AT&T Corp. (“AT&T”) respectfullysubmitstheseCommentsin responseto the

Commission’sNoticeofProposedRulemakingin theabove-captionedproceeding.’

I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY.

AT&T welcomes the Commission’snew initiative “to simplify the reporting

requirementsand ensurethe usefulnessof the datacollectedby the Commission.” Notice,¶ 1.

Therehavebeensignificant changesin the internationalmarketplaceand Commissionpolicies

since the current Section 43.61 international reporting manual was adopted in 1995.

Modifications in the internationalreporting requirementsto takeaccountof thosechangesare

alsonow requiredto reduceunnecessaryburdenson U.S. carriers.

AT&T supportsthe retentionof internationalreportingrequirementsthat ensure

that the Commissionhasadequateinformation to allow it to preventharm to the U.S. market

from the abuseof foreign marketpower. As the Notice emphasizes(~J9), the Commission’s

“primary goal underlying the reporting requirementsfor international carriers hasbeen and

‘FCC 04-70(rel. Apr. 12, 2004)(“Notice”).
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continuesto be the protectionof U.S. consumersand carriersfrom potentialharm causedby

instancesof insufficient competition causedby the exercise of market power by foreign

incumbentcarriers.” Becauseof thecontinuedbarriersto competitionin mostforeigncountries,

internationalterminationrateson fixed networksare still far abovecost-basedlevels,and U.S.

carriersremainvulnerableto whipsaw actionsby foreign carriers.2 The major purposeof the

internationalreportingrequirementsis to allow the Commissionto addressthesecontinuing

foreign-endmarketpowerconcerns.

Another important priority is the need to simplify international reporting

requirementsto reducetheattendantburdenson U.S. carriers. TheCommissionrecentlyadopted

“a more limited application of our regulatory framework” to “encourage market-based

arrangementsbetweenU.S. and foreign carriers.”3 Similarly, the Commissionpreviouslytook

significant deregulatoryaction in finding there have been “significant changesthat have

benefitedconsumersand competitionin the pastseveralyears that support the detariffing of

internationalinterexchangeservices.”4 Internationalreportingrequirementsshouldbe consistent

with thesederegulatorypolicies.

While some of the changes proposed by the Notice would simplify the

internationalreportingrequirementsin furtheranceof theseobjectives,AT&T is concernedthat

otherproposalswould imposeunnecessaryandburdensomenewreportingrulesonnondominant

U.S. carriers. In particular, several proposedchangesseek to require nondominantU.S.

internationalcarriersto report informationin muchgreater andunprecedenteddetail -- suchas

2 Seegenerally,InternationalSettlementsPolicyReform,lB DocketNo. 02-234,FCC04-324,rd.

Mar. 30, 2004(“ISP Order”).
~ISP Order, ¶ 2.
~‘2000BiennialRegulatoryReview,16 FCCRcd. 10647,¶ 6 (2001).
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reporting separate“retail” and “wholesale” revenueson eachroute and separatelyreporting

“countrydirect” traffic and“non-routespecific” revenueslike flat monthly charges.

WhentheCommissionis otherwiseremovingunwarrantedregulationandaverage

U.S. internationalcarrier per minute revenueis lower than ever before,there is no reasonto

require nondominantU.S. carriers to be subject to new and more burdensomereporting

regulationsof this type. Existing internationalrevenuereportingrequirementsfor nondominant

U.S. carriers already are already much more detailed and burdensomethan the reporting

requirementsthatapply to domesticlong distancerevenues.Although theNoticerecognizes(~J

1) theneedto avoid“imposing unnecessaryburdenson carriers,” theseproposalswould increase

ratherthanreducethoseburdens,and requireU.S. carriersto divert further resourcesawayfrom

servingcustomers,without any correspondingbenefitto Commissionefforts to preventtheabuse

of foreignmarketpower.

The section 43.61(b) quarterly traffic and revenue reports should now be

discontinuedbecausetheyno longer fulfill their functionof detectingone-waybypasswhenall

traffic on most routesis terminatedunder commercialarrangements.Lastly, the Commission

should simplify cable circuit status reporting requirements to remove burdensomeand

unnecessaryreporting of servicecategories,and also should take steps to ensurethe more

completereportingof available capacityon Commission-licensedcable systemsby requiring

majornon-commoncarrierownersto file thesereports.

II. THE COMMISSION SHOULD REMOVE PROPOSED NEW REQUIREMENTS
FOR MORE DETAILED REPORTING OF U.S.CARRIER REVENUES.

AT&T supportsthe proposalsto eliminate reportingrequirementsfor off-shore

points, eliminate requirementsto report the numberof messages,and consolidatethe existing

section 43.61 and 43.82 reports into a single report. These changeswould further the

CommentsofAT&TCorp. July26, 2004
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Commission’sobjectiveofsimplifying internationalreportingrequirementsin line with changes

in the internationalmarketplaceandCommissionpolicies.

AT&T is concerned,however, that the proposalsto begin separatereportingof

retail and wholesaleU.S.-outboundtraffic on eachrouteand for separatereportingof “country

direct” andsimilar servicesandso-called“non-routespecific” revenueswould greatlyoutweigh

any benefitsthey would provide. NondominantU.S. carriersalreadyreport their international

revenuein much greaterdetail than their domestic long distancerevenue. These proposals

would requirethem to file evenmoredetailedinternationalrevenueinformation,which would

requirechangesin their reportingsystemsthat would frequentlybeextremelyburdensome-- at a

time whenthe Commissionis otherwisereducingregulationof the U.S. internationalmarket.

Theseproposedrequirementsalso would not help the Commissionachieveits “primary goal

underlyingthe reportingrequirementsfor internationalcarriers,”Notice ¶ 9, of preventingthe

abuseof foreign marketpower. Indeed,evenpresentrequirementsfor thereportingof country-

by-countryU.S. revenuearenotneededto servethisprimarygoal.

Thereno needfor theproposed“traditional settlement”and“other” categoriesfor

outboundand inboundtraffic following the removalof the InternationalSettlementsPolicy on

mostroutesunderthe ISPOrder. Thesechangesalsorequirethe discontinuationof the section

43.61(b)quarterlytraffic andrevenuereports.

1. No SeparateReporting Should be Introduced for U.S. Carrier Retail and Wholesale
Traffic, “Country Direct” Traffic and “Non-Route Specific” Revenues.

TheproposedSchedule2 would requireU.S. carriers,for the first time, to report

their U.S.-outboundfacilities-basedIMTS retail and wholesaletraffic and associatedrevenues

separatelyon eachroute,by “dividing the total numberof minutesof IMTS traffic they report

betweentraffic they receivefrom U.S. endusercustomers(subcolumns(a) and(b)) andtraffic

CommentsofAT&TCorp. July26, 2004
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theyreceivefrom anotherU.S. carrier(subcolumns(c) and(d)).” AppendixC, ¶ l6.~Similarly,

theproposedScheduleS would requireU.S. carriers,for the first time,to provideseparateworld

totals for their retail andwholesaleU.S.-billedpure resaleIMTS traffic andassociatedrevenues.

Id.,~J27.

Thesenewproposedrequirementsfor separatereportingof retail and wholesale

U.S.-outboundtraffic andassociatedrevenuesaredirectlycontraryto theCommission’sintentto

“simplify” thesereportingrequirements,Notice¶ 1, and to “greatly reducethe complexity and

detail of the information requiredfrom thelargestcarriers.” Id., ¶ 4 (emphasisadded).6 These

new requirementsseekmorecomplexand detailedtraffic and revenueinformation that would

imposevery significantnew reportingburdenson U.S. internationalcarriers. The information

systemsthat AT&T usesto makethesereportsdo not containthis informationandthe changes

that would be requiredto allow AT&T to do sowould be extremelyburdensome.Thesenew

proceduresandsystemschangeswould notbe otherwiseneededin the normalcourseofbusiness

andthereforewould divert resourcesfrom obtainingandservingcustomers.

Appendix C also proposesthat “country direct” and “country beyond” traffic

would be reportedon aworldtotal basisunderschedule5. AppendixC, ¶~J15, 25.~Thepresent

~ However, traffic reoriginatedfor foreign carrierswould not be reportedon a route-specific
basis. AppendixC, ¶ 16.
6 Similarly, the proposedrequirementfor carriersto separateretail and wholesalerevenuesfor

private lines would also be unreasonablyburdensomeand would not serveany major policy
objective. AppendixC, ¶ 37.
~Theproposedtreatmentofthis traffic is alsovery unclear. While theAppendix(~15) statesthat
country-by-countryreportingof this traffic would be “eliminate[d]” from Schedule2, SectionIII
of the “Notes for schedule2” statesthat it would be reportedon a country-by-countrybasis in
subcolumn(e) ofproposedSchedule2 astraffic settledundertraditionalsettlements(“Traditional
settlementminutes include . . . country-direct and country-beyondtraffic [andj collect or
international toll free traffic that U.S. carriers terminate foreign carriers under a traditional
accountingratearrangement.”)Furtherclarificationis requiredby thelackofsymmetrybetween
the statementin paragraph15 of the Appendix that countrydirect and countrybeyondtraffic

CommentsofAT&TCorp. July26, 2004
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country-by-countryreportingof “country direct” traffic, “country beyond” traffic, collect calls

and international toll free calls is consistentwith the longstandingbusinessand regulatory

treatmentof this traffic asU.S.-outboundIMTS.8 Any suchchangewould also be extremely

burdensometo implementwithoutprovidingany clearbenefitto Commissionpolicies.

There also is no reason for the Commission to adopt the proposednew

requirementfor the filing of “non-routespecificrevenues”suchas“flat monthly charges”on a

world total basis. Appendix C, ¶ 18. TheCommissiondoesnot requirethesetypesof revenues

to be reportedseparatelyfor domesticlong distanceservices9andtheNoticedoesnot explainthe

needfor separatereportingoftheserevenuesfor internationalservices. U.S. carriersalreadyfile

muchmoredetailedinformationon their internationalrevenuesthanon theirdomesticrevenues,

and it is unclearwhy any increaseddetail shouldnow be requiredin thesereports-- particularly

whenU.S. carrieraverageperminuteinternationalrevenuesaremuchlower thanever

None of theseproposalsto require far more detailedreportingof international

servicerevenuewould furthertheprimarypolicy goalaffirmedby theNotice(~J9) ofpreventing

harm to U.S. consumersand carriersfrom the abuseof foreign marketpower. U.S. customer

informationofthis type hasno relevanceto U.S. carrierarrangementswith foreign carriers,and

would beremovedfrom Schedule2, andthe absenceof any referenceto collectandinternational
toll free traffic as being removed,and the statementin paragraph15 of the Appendix that
proposedschedule4 would requirethereportingof all thesetraffic typeson a world total basis.
For thereasonsexplainedabove,country-by-countryreportingof this traffic shouldcontinue.
8 See, e.g., AT&T Corp., MCI International, Inc., 12 FCC Rcd. 13378 (1997) (home country
direct traffic is subjectto the InternationalSettlementsPolicy (“ISP”)); AT&T Corp., 13 FCC
Red. 18,739(1998)(collect call traffic is subjectto the ISP); AmericanTelephone& Telegraph
Co., 10 FCCRed. 932(1995)(international800 traffic is subjectto theISP).
~SeeTelecommunicationsReportingWorksheet,FCCForm 499-A,Apr. 2004,at 22 (“This
category[“Ordinary long distanceandotherswitchedtoll services”]includesmosttoll calls
placedfor afeeandshouldincludeflat monthly chargesbilled to customers”).
° ISP Order, ¶ 72 (from 1997 to 2002 “the averageprice of aU.S.-internationalcalling minute

fell from $0.67to $0.27,adecreaseof $0.40”).

CommentsofAT&TCorp. July26, 2004
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the monitoring of foreign terminationratesmerely requiresinformation on total inboundand

outboundminutesandtotal paymentsto andfrom foreigncarriersoneachroute.11

The Appendix arguesthat separateretail andwholesaleworld total datafor pure

resaletraffic would assistdeterminationof whetherCommissionpoliciesshouldbe “refine[d]” to

“ensurethat small usersreceivethe benefitsofthe emergingcompetitiveIMTS market.” Id., ¶

29. TheAppendixalso statesthat“[c]hangesin theIMTS marketare likely to affect small and

large usersquite differently.” Id. Such claims are insufficient to supportimposing a highly

burdensomenew reporting requirementon nondominantU.S. international carriers. The

Commissionlong ago determinedin the BenchmarksOrder that it would rely on competition

rather than regulationto ensure that settlementrate reductionsare passedthrough to U.S.

consumers.12TheCommissiononly recentlyreaffirmedthe soundnessof thatjudgmentwhenit

found in the ISP Order that “[b]oth statisticaldatacollectedby the Commissionand economic

theoryindicatethatreductionsin settlementratesarebeingpassedon to U.S. consumers.”13

Indeed, the Commission found that “average price reductionssubstantially

outpacedsettlementrate reductionsduring this period [1997 through 2002], reflecting pass-

throughof settlementratereductionsaswell asothercostsavingsandincreasingcompetitionin

the U.S. internationalmarket” from 1997 to 2002.~~14Thesefindingsprovide no basisfor any

“refinement” of Commission policies relying on competition rather than regulation of

~ Id. (Section43.61 reportsshowthat averagesettlementrate for all U.S.-outboundtraffic has
fallen to $0.11).
12 InternationalSettlementRates,12 FCCRed. 19806, ¶ 270 (1996)(“BenchmarksOrder”) (“we

disagreewith thosecommentersthat arguethat competitionin the U.S. market for international
servicesmay be insufficient to ensurethat settlementssavingsare fully reflectedin reduced
collectionrates”).
13 ISP Order, ¶ 72,
14 Id. (emphasisadded).

CommentsofAT&TCorp. July26, 2004
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nondominantU.S. international carriers to ensurethat all usersbenefit from settlementrate

reductions.

The Commissionfurtherrelied on competition, ratherthanregulation,to protect

customersof non-dominantU.S, internationalcarriers when it detariffed non-dominantU.S.

carriers’provisionofinternationalservicesin 2001. TheCommissiontook that stepbasedon its

finding that “therehasbeena substantialincreasein the level of competitionin the international

interexchangemarket” resulting from increased privatization and liberalization, declining

internationalsettlementrates,the WTO Basic TelecommunicationsAgreement,andthe reform

and streamliningofCommissionrulesandpolicies.’5

Thefurtherregulationof nondominantU.S. internationalcarriersthat is suggested

herewould runstronglycounterto thisrecentprecedentandwould be totally out ofstepwith the

Commission’sderegulatoryapproachto nondominantU.S. carriersin thedomesticU.S. market-

- which file no routeor service-specifictraffic or revenueinformationat all. Indeed,whenthe

Commissionhasjust removedregulationof U.S. internationalcarrierarrangementswith foreign

dominant carriers (which include many foreign monopoly carriers), by removing the

InternationalSettlementsPolicy and its associatedfiling requirementson benchmark-compliant

routesin the ISP Order, therecanbe no justification for additional regulationof non-dominant

U.S. internationalcarriers or for subjectingthem to onerousnew reportingrequirementsthat

would not assistCommissionefforts to preventthe abuseof foreign market power. Even

existing requirementsfor the country-by-countryreportingof U.S. internationalrevenuesare

unnecessaryto servethis primarygoal. Thereis certainlyno reasonfor themuchmorecomplex

and burdensomerevenuereportingthatis proposedhere.

~ 2000BiennialRegulatoryReview,16 FCCRed. 10647,¶ 6 (2001).
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2. No Reporting ofMethods of Termination Should be Reiuired.

Thenewinternationaltraffic rulesadoptedby the1SPOrder makeit unnecessary

to requirecarriersto divide minutesof IMTS traffic in proposedSchedules2 and3 betweenthat

settledunder“traditional settlements”and that “handle[d] underany other arrangementsuchas

ISR.” Appendix C, ¶~J19-20, 22, 24. That distinction was relevantunderthe Commission’s

formerrules,which allowedtraffic on thelargenumberofroutesauthorizedfor ISRto besettled

eitherunderTSR arrangementsor underarrangementsgovernedby theInternationalSettlements

Policy (“ISP”). The ISP Order removesthis dichotomy,by abolishingthe TSR policy and by

removingthe ISP whenbenchmarkcompliantratesareprovided. Apart from the small number

of routesthat remainsubjectto the ISP, all U.S. outboundand inboundtraffic will in the future

be settledundercommercialarrangements,ratherthantraditionalsettlements.

3. Section43.61(b)Quarterly Traffic and RevenueReporting Should be Removed.

Another result of the new rules adoptedby the ISP Order is that the Section

43.61(b)requirementfor quarterlytraffic andrevenuereportingby U.S. carriersno longerserves

its intendedpurpose. As describedby theNotice (~J51), thesereportswere establishedin 1997

to detect “one-way by-pass,”under which foreign carriers may raise U.S. outpaymentsby

terminatingtheir U.S.-inboundtraffic underTSR arrangementswhile requiringU.S. carriersto

pay high settlementratesfor U.S.-outboundtraffic.16 Underthis by-passsafeguard,anychange

of 10 percentormorein theratioof inboundto outbound“settledtraffic” (i.e., traffic terminated

under“traditional settlements”)in two successivequarterson aroutecreatesa presumptionthat

marketdistortionhasoccurred.’7

16 SeeBenchmarksOrder, ¶~J239, 251.
17 Id., ¶ 249.

CommentsofAT&TCorp. July26, 2004
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This former safeguardis no longer effective or relevant as the result of the

regulatorychangesadoptedby the ISPOrder, underwhich all traffic on virtually all routeswill

be terminatedundercommercialarrangementsratherthan traditional settlements. Any further

purposeserved by thesequarterly reports is far outweighedby the associatedburdenson

nondominantU.S. international carriers.18 The section 43.61(b) reporting requirementfor

nondominantU.S. internationalcarriersshouldaccordinglyberemoved.

The section43.61(c) requirementfor the filing of quarterly traffic and revenue

reportsby switchedresalecarriersaffiliated with dominantforeigncarrierscontinuesto prevent

the abuseof foreign market power and should continue. This reporting requirementwas

establishedbecauseoftheCommission’sconcernthat dominantforeigncarrierscoulduseabove

costterminationratesto harmU.S. competitionby manipulatingtraffic.19 Theseconcernswill

not be removed until termination rates are reducedto cost-basedlevels, yet the average

settlementrate in 2002 of $0.11 perminute is still almost threetimes higherthanconservative

estimatesofforeigncarrierterminationcosts.20

18 The section43.61(b) reporting requirementwas also intended to assist in detectingprice

squeezebehavior, which remainsa continuing potential concernuntil termination rates are
reducedto cost-basedlevels. BenchmarksOrder, ¶ 222-26. Becausethis price squeezeconcern
is adequatelyaddressedby the section63.10(c)(3) requirementfor the quarterlyfiling of traffic
and revenuereportsby U.S. carriersclassifiedas dominantbecauseof affiliations with carriers
with marketpowerat the foreignendofa U.S. internationalroute,thesection43.61(b) reporting
requirementneednotbe retainedfor thisreason.
19 SeeRulesand Policies on ForeignParticipation in the US. TelecommunicationsMarket, 12
FCC Red. 23891,¶ 211 (section43.61(c) quarterlyreportingrequirement“should enableus to
detectwhetherswitchedresellersareengagingin traffic distortionschemesonaffiliatedroutes”).
20 SeeISP Order, ¶ 82 (section43.61 datashowsaveragesettlementrateof $0.11 in 2002);Letter
datedFeb. 5, 2003 from DouglasSchoenberger,AT&T, to Ms. MarleneDortch,FCC, lB Docket
No. 02-234(newTCP studyof 65 countriesshowsaveragerateof 4.03 centsperminute).

CommentsofAT&TCorp. July26, 2004
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III. CIRCUIT STATUS REPORTING REQUIREMENTS SHOULD BE SIMPLIFIED.

AT&T believesthat the circuit statusreportscontinueto servea useful function

by providing information on the availability of capacity,but should be simplified to remove

burdensomeand unnecessaryrequirementsfor the reportingof service categories. Because

presentcablecircuit statusreportscoverless than onefifth oftotal availablecablecapacity,the

Commission also should require the more complete reporting of available capacity on

Commission-licensedcablesystems. Specifically,majorownersofnon-commoncarriersystems

-- those that would qualify as applicants if their licensing authority was subject to the

Commission’sexisting licensing rules -- should be required to submit cable circuit status

reportinginformation. Because“almost all” newcablesarenon-commoncarriersystems,Notice

(~J22), theiromissiongreatlyreducestheutility ofthesereports.

1. ServiceCategory Reporting RequirementsShould be Removed.

Thepresentsection43.82reportingrequirementwould be simplified andrendered

less burdensomewithout adverselyaffecting the utility of these reports by eliminating the

presentrequirementfor the reporting of circuits by service categories. As the Appendix

indicates (~J44), the critical informationprovided by this report is “the availability of new

circuits and the amount of currently unusedcapacity.” This information does not require

reportingby servicecategories-- as shownby the fact that idle circuits are reportedundera

separateservicecode “regardlessof which servicethe circuits areplannedfor.” Manual For

Filing Section43.82 Circuit StatusData, FCCReport43.82,at 9. Moreover,thepurposeofany

matchingof circuits with particularservicecategoriesis unclearwhenthe distinctionbetween

voiceand datais fasterodingasall servicesbecomedigitalized.

CommentsofAT&TCorp. July26, 2004
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Rather than simplify these reporting requirementsin light of these industry

changes,the proposedschedule8 would increasethe complexity of the presentreporting

requirementand the attendantburdenon U.S. carriersby addinga furtherservicecategoryfor

“dataservices.”Appendix,C, ¶ 43. TheAppendixalso askswhetheraseparateline categoryfor

Video servicecircuits shouldbe established.Id.,¶ 47. TheCommissionshould insteadsimplify

thesereportsby removingtheservicecategoryreportingrequirementaltogether.

2. Major Non-CommonCarrier Owners Should File Circuit Status Reports.

AT&T agreeswith the concernsexpressedby the Notice (~J24) and by recent

Section43.82 Circuit Statusreportsthat thesereportsprovidevery incompleteinformationon

availablecapacitybecauseonly commoncarriersarerequiredto makethesefilings “eventhough

the facilities are generallyfungible and areoftenprovidedfrom the sameplatform (submarine

cableor satellite facility).” As the Commissionnoted in 2001, “most recently-licensedcable

systemsoperateon a non-commoncarrier basis.”2’ It is also clear that the gap betweenthe

capacityreportedundersection43.82 andthe total availablecapacityon all cableslicensedby

the Commissionis very wide. The2002 Section43.82Circuit StatusDatareportstatesthat “the

overall reportedcablecapacityaccountedfor 16.8% ofthetotalavailablecablecapacity.”22

While AT&T believesthat thesereportsneedto bemorecomplete,AT&T is also

awarethat, as notedby the 2002 Section 43.82 report, “much of the capacityon thoseprivate

cables is sold to end-users,suchas Internet serviceproviders (ISP5) or to foreign carriersor

foreign ISPs”23 and that theseentities are not subject to Commissionregulation. AT&T

21 ReviewofCommissionConsiderationofApplicationsunder theCableLandingLicenseAct, lB

DocketNo. 00-106,FCC01-332,rd. Dec. 14, 2001 (“SubmarineCableOrder”), ¶ 70.
22 FCC InternationalBureauReport,2002Section43.82 Circuit StatusData,December2003,at 4

(emphasisadded).
23 Id., n.4.
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therefore suggeststhat the section43.82 reportingrequirementshouldbe extendedmerely to

include thoseentitiesthat are requiredto be applicantsfor a cable landing license underRule

1.767(h). Thoserequiredapplicantsareentitiesthateitherown or control acable landingstation

in theUnited States,or bothown orcontrol a five percentor greaterinterestin thecablesystem

and use the U.S. points of the cable system.24 As the Commissionnotedin determiningthat

theseentitiesshouldbe requiredto beapplicants,including for non-commoncarriersystems,this

would includethoseentitieswith “a significantability to affect theoperationofa cablesystem,”

while excluding“smallercarriersor investorswithoutsuchability.”25

All ownersof non-commoncarrier circuits that would qualify as applicantsif

their licensingauthoritywassubjectto existingrules should be requiredto submit cablecircuit

statusreportinginformation.Thesemajorownersofnon-commoncarriercircuits shouldprovide

country-by-countryinformation on active and idle circuits. As notedabove,servicecategory

reporting requirementsshould be removedfor common carriersfiling thesereportsand non-

commoncarriersalsoshouldnotbe requiredto provide informationon servicecategories.

In responseto otherquestionsraisedby theNoticeconcerningcablecircuit status

reports,AT&T believesthat carrier-specificcircuit status datais competitively-sensitiveand

properlytreatedasconfidential andnot madeavailableto thepublic.26 Notice, ¶ 69. Capacity

informationshould continue to be reportedin units of 64 Kbps circuits, which can readily be

usedto measurenewlargecapacitysystems.AppendixC, ¶ 42.

2447 C.F.R. Sect.1.767(h).
25 SubmarineCable Order,¶ 53.
26 U.S. carriersshould also continueto obtain confidentialtreatmentof any othercompetitively-

sensitiveinformation reportedto the Commissionpursuantto any of therequirementsset forth in
theNotice.
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CONCLUSION

For theabove-describedreasons,the Commissionshouldmodify the international

reportingrequirementsto removeoutdatedrequirementsand to reduceunnecessaryburdenson

U.S. carriers. However, the Commissionshould not require separatereportingof retail and

wholesaleU.S.-outboundtraffic, “non-routespecific” revenuesor “country direct” traffic, and

should removethe section43.61(b)quarterlyreports. Lastly, the Commissionshould simplify

cablecircuit statusreportingrequirementsandshouldrequiremajornon-commoncarrierowners

to file thesereports.
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